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HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090"3{ffi UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX' 75 HawthomeStreet
San Francisco, CA 94105

.fanuary 8, 1998

Mr. Richard Powell
Mail code :.gzz
Engineering f ield Activit ies West
900 Commodore Driwe
San Bruno,  CA 94065-2402

SIIBJECTT ECOLOGfCAL PORTION OF TEE DRAFT TINAIJ PARCEIJ E REMEDIAIJ
IIiIIZESTXGIATION REPORT, IIUIITERS PoIltrI NAVAIJ EEIFYARD

Dear Mr.  Powel l :

To supplement the commenta submitted prewiousJ-y by the
Envircnmental Protection Agency (EPA), w€ have some additionar
comments reg'arding the ecological componente of the report,
Please incLude these comments in your response€r and ae suggest.ed
at the Last meet, ing, the team should get together as soon as
poesibl-e to discuss the overal l  sErat.egy for addressing t,he
ecological r isk at Parcel E. rf you have any guestioni regarding
these  commenEs ,  p lease  ca l l  me  aE  (415 )  744 -2397 .

Sincere ly ,  .A

,l-Lrff,lL
Sheryl lraut,h
Remedial Project 'Manager

cc: Mr: ,  Chein Kao, DTSC
Mr" David l-reland, RWQCB
Mr" . f im Sick les,  Tetra Tech EMI
Ms. L,uann Tetir ick, Navy
MB. Karla Braesemle, Weston
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COMI{ENfS REGARDING TIIE ECOITOGICAIJ PORTfON OF rtIE DRAFT FrNAt
REMEDfAIT IIWESTfciJ\TIOlr REPORT FOR PARCET_, E

Generally, t,he Navl; Beema to agree with t,he Agenciee that
further risk assesement work is needed and ep5, woura
certainLy agree with that posit ion

comment 1a: The "Lo percent'  rrr l-e. we have read the
reeponse to DTSC, IIERD that was referenced in the Navy's
responBe. please elaborate/exprain.. what is meant oy trre
f1rs!, comprete eentence on s-1446, "The spatiar dist 'r ibution
of lhe chemical was factored into the reevaluation although
that ,  was not  expl ic i t ly  s tated."  p lease c lar i fy  th is
stat.ement with reference to the "10 percent. cri lerion.,,

comment 1b: _ PcB anarysis- pl-ease cite the vorume and page
number for the analyt icar results of the Aroclor-L2s4 ana-
L26o. we wourd Like to see the laboratory results for the
levels of t ,hese two Aroclor concentrations. we wa.nt to view
the anaLytical peaks from the sampre and the peaks for t.he
st,andards to understand how t,he two Aroclors were identified
and separated f rom ot,her contaminants.

comment 1c: Herbi-cides. The commenE does not ad.dress the
poseibirity that the cont,aminants may have been above a
signif icant. r isk leve1, even at frequencies of d,etection
less than 10 percent. Please provide contaminant
concentrations where these contaminants were detected above
detect ion l imi ts .

comment 2a= rnvertebratee as receptore, EpA is in support,
of t,he Navy pogition as expressed on p S-94, .,The Narry,
howeve,r, t,he baeic conclusion of the stud.y, that 

-Jfl

ParceL E sites evaluated have concentrations of copECs in
soiL that represent a potentiar terrestr iar ecological
r isk." Having made this staLement, the Narry must recognize
that t,he RI/FS process now requires that, a cleanup
concentration must be det,ermined. EpA accepts the Navy
offer aB expreeeed in t.he f irst sentence, second paragraph
on pS-94 " . . :E.o ident , i fy  an appropr ia te s t rategy for
addreesing !hi9 pot,ential risk and expects to incrude any
additional fieLd work in t,he dat.a gap sampling and ariatysis
actiwit ies for Parcel E. '  we woul-d, suggest that discusJions
for val idation studies be init iated immediately for Parce1 E
so as to avoid anlt further deLay in cleanup of thie parcel.

comment 2bz Expoeure. The reaponse is not suff icient as i t
onl.y refers the reader to a discussj.on of uncertaintles when
EPA ie suggesEing (perhaps not as directry ae required) trlat
validation studies be planned to reduce the great amount of
poesible range in the uncertainEies (either from d,ata
variance or from unknown levels) produced by the approach
described by the Navy.

@ oog

L .

2 .

rstevens

rstevens

rstevens

rstevens

rstevens



01/08 /gg  THIT 10 :44  FAX 415 744 1918 IISEPA-REGg SUPERFUND A o o L

comment  2cz Bio- t ransfer  factors .  This  is  another  area
where EPA strongly suggests that validation samples wouLd
eliminate the great amount of uncertainty in thL data
resurt ing in an inabil i t ,y to produce defini i ive-t."" i t" in
the ERA.

comment 2dz Trophic transfer faetors. The use of l- iEerature
varues for esbimating trophic transfer factors ie not
reaeonable given the potential range of results possible due
to s+q? speci - f ic  character is t ics  ( i .e . ,  edaphic  lnd species
specif ic cond,it , j-one) compared to the defini l ive resurls thar
are posErible from sampling the mat,erial at Elunlers point to
obtain the most relevant dar,a. EpA Etrongly suggests that
the trophic transfer facE,or daEa be validated.

Comment 3a: Interpretation of TRVs. The responE,e provided
is inadequate as it does not address the EpA comrnent. The
TRV doeument was not raised aB an iseue o! being a completed
d,ocument ( i .  e. ,  revi.ewed) , but is cited. here as an issue of
interpretation of the values especial ly on the low end of
the values. The risk derived using the low TRV is a "low
r isk"  est imate,  not  a  "no r isk '  est imaLe.  I f  a  "no r isk"
IeveL j"s desired, EPA euggests that, the Navy folLow the DTSC
document (as well as L.he EPn Superfund guidance and the Riek
Forum gnrid.elines) to develop an expoeure-reaponse
relationship, The Nawy mus! be abLe to discuse the points
l ist,ed in the risk characterizaE.ion phase of the EPA Risk
Forum document aa l isted beLow (see comment +a).

Comment 3b: Use of hazard. guotients. What is t,he Navy
suggesting as a solucion Lo the problem t,hat the Navy- has
shown as a l ike1y eignif icant, ecol-ogical r isk? What is the
rlext step in t'he Nary's opinion? EPA is suggesting that
walidation studies be performed for Parcel E.

Comment 4al. Risk Characterization. Although the Nawy states
that this ".. .ERA primari ly incorporat,ed guiaance from the
Framework" (see page S-95, response to EPA general comment
no.  3) ,  the Navy contradic ts  i tse l f  when stat ing that ,
".. .r isk manag'ement, decisions may be made without ful l
knowledge of al l  of these paramet,er6." "These parameters" a€
referred to here are the components of r isk characterization
as defined not only in the Tri-services document but also in
the Framework document. Knowledge of these four items are
necessary rather than just helpfut. For inetance, t.he Forum
document providee explicit  definit ions of what ie needed,
"Managers should clearly describe the sources and causes of
r iskJ and the potent ia l  advers i ty  o f  t ,he r isks ( " .g . ,  nature
and int,ensity, spatial and temporaL scale, and recovery
potent, ial .  ) " Further, f  rom pLJ.3 , fext Box 5 - l-,  Questions
negarding Risk Assessment Results (Adapted From U.S. EPA,
l_993d)  ;

Questione principally for r j .sk assessors to ask r isk
managers:
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- Are the risks euff icientl,y.wglr defined. (and dat,a gaps
small elough) _ t,o supporL a iist< management decision?- Was the righr problem analyzed? 

-
-. Was the problem adequately characterized?

Questions principarly for r isk manastere to ask r isk
as€teesors:
- What effects might occur?
- How adverge are the effect,s?
- IIow l ike1y is i t  that, effects wi1l oceur?- When and where do t,he effects occur?
- IIow confident are you in the concrusions of the risk
assessment  ?
- What are the crit ical data gaps, a!ld. wi]I  information be
available in the near future 

-t;  
f i I I  theee gapez- Are nore ecologicai. r iek aseessment i t" i i t ioi l ' r"quired?- How could monitoring help evaluate r,he results of 

-th;-iisr

management decision?

The Navy hae_stopped Lhe ERA procegs at a screening rewerfor Hunters Point. Managemenl decisions are best frade with
all the required informaiion obtained in the 

"ompr.iee 
ERA 

-

process, raLher thaTr t,rying t,o defend a managemelrt decision
arrived. at, by- guessing baeed on incomplete data and
assumptions that cannot be supported.

The Agencies have not fgreed that category 2 is a rational_
int,erpret,ation of rhe dita. The Agencles do recog"i""-L-["t
anv site wtch risk derermined t,o be above the risf aeiirrla-
from the low TRV and bel-ow the high TRv need to be further
evaluaLed.

comment 4bz r.r imited receptore for r isk characterization.
ryilhl respect r,o rhe. teepoir=e cirea uv ine- lq;rry- (;;;.i.rr"" roEFA lppendix r _specif,ic responee number ?) , t,ire 

'question 
of

the kestrel and smaLl mammale being adequate is j moot
point. The N?ty acknowledges_the Imporiance of evaruat.ing
risk to soir invertebrates and plantE at parcer E (page gr
97) and the Navy has acknowleOged that, ,,... the naeic
conclueion of the study, that t l l . parceL E sites evaluated
have concentrations of coFECs in soil that represent a
potential terrestriar ecological risk." EpA juggeste thaE,
Ehe next step is to validate these conclusions.

comment 4c: claesification of sites and cleanup levele. EpA
agreea with the Narry that the next step in the-process ie
the need for creanup numbers based on 

-"it.e 
specific

v a l i d a t i o n ' s t u d i e s .  
- 5 - - - - - -

comment 4d,: category 2 sites and cleanup values. what was
Lhe_purpose of_ the work presented if not Eo complete the
ecological  r isk assessment?
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